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INTRODUCTION 
This is a contract formation dispute. Paul Knudson claims that mediation failed to 
produce a settlement agreement. Vanderford, Greifs and State Farm all claim that mediation 
produced complete settlement. This issue is complicated by District Court fmding offact 
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supporting Greifs' claim that there was a "prior to mediation" settlement contract between 
Vanderford and Paul Knudson. Both Vanderford and Knudson deny any "prior to mediation" 
settlement other than the Knudson Judgment, which does not settle the Knudson claims against 
Greifs. Vanderford is currently acknowledging that while they hoped for and believed that a 
settlement was in progress, that in reality, they do not have a meeting of the minds with either 
Greifs or Paul Knudson. Greifs' claims are all based on false claims of a KnudsonIV anderford 
settlement. Those false and erroneous claims are detailed in the Appellant's Brief. 
STATEMENT OF FACTS 
Greifs are falsifying the Statement of Faets and should be sanctioned. 
Conflict of Greifs' statement of facts with the facts of record: 
A. Greif claim of fact: Knudson obtained construction loans from the Vanderford 
Company, Inc because one of his brothers was the president and two of his brothers 
were managers of Vanderford. 
a. V s Fact of record: Paul Knudson and Richard Greif as manager of The Pines 
LLC obtained construction loans from the Vanderford Company, Inc by 
qualifying as borrowers by providing adequate collateral and guarantees. 
B. Greif claim of fact: The LLC was unable to sell the properties as plarmed in order to 
repay the Vanderford short-term loans, and Vanderford demanded repayment. ... but 
Paul Knudson did not have the financial ability to purchase them. So, he agreed that 
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Richard Greif and his wife Jody Greif could purchase all 35 town homes as 
investment properties, which they did. 
a. Vs Fact of record: Paul Knudson and Richard Greif, doing business as The 
Pines Townhomes LLC, over the course of years, created an investment rental 
pool of35 townhomes. The process used was: On the basis of Richard Greif 
prequaJifying for permanent financing using our Pines equity and Paul's 
construction and other equities, as agreed, Paul constructed 6 units (Pines 
17/18,15/16 and 13/14). These uuits are financed personally by Greifs and 
acknowledged on the books of the Pines and on the Federal Tax returns, uuder 
penalty of perjury by Richard Greif, to be the assets of the Pines LLC. 
Construction loans from Vanderford were originated and repaid by Richard 
Greif as manager of The Pines and Paul. Our Pines development loan with 
Vanderford was renewed each year by Richard Greif as manager and Paul. 
This process was repeated to finance construction and accouut for the 
ownership of Pines 4/5 and 617. 
This process was repeated to finance construction and accouut for the 
ownership of Pines 9 uuits A, B, C and D. 
This process was repeated to finance construction and accouut for the 
ownership of Pines 10 uuits A, B, C and D. 
This process was repeated to finance construction of Pines 11/12. 
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This process was repeated to finance construction and account for the 
ownership of Quail Cove 6-1 A and B and Quail Cove 15-1 A and B. 
This process was repeated to finance construction and account for the 
ownership of Quail Cove 1-2 A and B and Quail Cove 2-3 A and B. 
This process was repeated to finance construction and account for the 
ownership of Quail Cove 2-2 A and B and Quail Cove 3-3 A and B. 
The 2 Parker units, Maple Street and Quail Cove 9-1 were also acquired by the 
Pines LLC. 
b. Fact of record: In 2001, when Richard Greif refused to acknowledge the 
validity and renewal of Vanderford's notes and trust deed liens under the 
Greifs Trust Deeds and against the Pines LLC properties in Greifs possession, 
Vanderford declared those loans and all cross-collateralized loans in default 
and sued. 
c. Fact of record: The Pines Townhomes LLC was never in a distressed situation 
wherein it, Greif or Paul Knudson was under unresolvable demand for 
repayment by Vanderford, until Greif refused to acknowledge the Vanderford 
notes and liens. 
C. Greif claim of fact: Without Greifs' knowledge or participation, Knudson had 
diverted some ofthe construction loan funds he borrowed from Vanderford .. When 
Vanderford learned that Knudson had misappropriated its loan funds, it demanded 
that Knudson repay the monies. He could not come up with the money he had taken, 
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and the Pines properties had been sold to the Greifs. So, Knudson told Vanderford 
that the Greifs hadn't actually purchased the Pines properties, but that he and Richard 
Greif had orally agreed that Greif would hold them in trust for the LLC to be used as 
rental units and to secure the return of Vanderford's loan funds that Knudson had 
misappropriated. 
a. Vs Fact of record: That Richard Greif as rental manager of The Pines LLC, 
had knowledge of and participated in the addition of refrigerators, blinds, 
patios, automatic sprinkler systems, landscaping and fences paid for with 
diverted construction funds borrowed from Vanderford. All of these 
improvements to 35 rentals occurred after, sometimes up to 2 years after the 
original permanent fmancing provided by Greifs. 
b. Vs Fact of record: Richard Greifas manager of The Pines LLC, kept all of the 
financial records documenting the income and expenses of the rentals, and 
each year acknowledged under penalty of peIjury, that the rental properties 
financed in his name personally were, in fact, that property of The Pines 
Townhomes LLC, filed annual tax returns showing the percentage ownership 
split between Richard Greif and Paul Knudson and issued K -1 tax reports to 
each member, and filed his personal taxes using that information. 
c. Fact of record: Vanderford's third party accounting proved that ALL of the 
funds from Vanderford were used on the rental properties that were the 
security for the Vanderford loans. Vanderford acknowledged that they are a 
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hard money lender and that the only person with authority to decide the use of 
and allocation of the funds was Paul Knudson per The Pines authorization 
(signed by Richard Greif) with Vanderford. Originally, Vanderford alleged 
misappropriation, but after the independent third party audit revealed no 
missing funds from the project, they dropped their allegation of 
misappropriation. 
d. Fact of record: Third party audit proved that there are no missing funds by 
Paul. Trial testimony showed that Richard Greif and Brad Masingill instructed 
and pressured Pines accountant Rob Wilde, on the basis oftheir 
representations to Rob that Paul had not made his original investment and was 
not entitled to any ownership interest in the Pines townhomes, to fraudulently 
amend the Pines LLC tax returns to remove the 35 rental townhomes and to 
forge a document that Brad Masingill presented in Court as being "Vanderford 
accounting" by removing Paul's original investment, which investment, 
Richard Greif swore under oath in deposition that Paul had made. There are 
35 missing properties by Greifs. 
D. Greif claim offact: Vanderford then filed suit against Knudson, Greifs and the LLC 
seeking to recover loan funds of approximately $500,000.00 and to foreclose on the 
Greif Trust Deeds. Knudson confessed judgment to Vanderford on his 
misappropriated loan funds. 
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a. Vs Fact of record: The $609,043.30 amount of Knudson stipulated judgment 
was simply the loan balances of all outstanding loans guaranteed by Knudson 
at time oflawsuit. Having no contention with Vanderford, Paul settled with 
Vanderford by confession of judgment, acknowledging in full the debts and 
their collateral, thus ending Vanderford vs Paul Knudson et al. Knudson then 
completed the other 3 homes and Quail Cove II subdivision with the sales 
proceeds at closing to Vanderford. This leaves the only amounts owing and 
outstanding on the Knudson Judgment to be the funds used on the Pines 
Townhomes rentals. The Knudson Judgment will be paid in full from the 
proceeds of the Pines Judgment in Vanderford's favor upon return of the 
rentals to the Pines. Vanderford agreed that no action would be taken on the 
Knudson Judgment until after the trial was over because Vanderford recovery 
at trial on Greif Notes and/or Pines LLC judgment would pay off the 
Knudson Judgment. 
E. Greif claim of fact: The Court reversed the verdict in favor of Knudson for unjust 
enrichment, and in favor of the Greifs on fraudulent conveyance, and remanded the 
case for trial. 
a. V s Fact of record: The case is remanded for new trial on those matters 
determined by the jury, the trial to include jury instructions regarding 
fraudulent conveyance, oral agreement, and breach of contract .... There was 
no contract to bar Knudson's award on the theory of unjust enrichment, and 
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sufficient evidence supported the jury's award. However, the verdict on this 
issue is vacated so it may be considered together with the other jury issues. 
F. Greif claim of tact: After remand, all of the parties mediated a settlement of the case. 
Knudson met with Vanderford and they agreed to accept Knudson's assigmnent of his 
claims against Greifs in exchange for Vanderford's release of its judgment against 
Knudson. 
a. V s Fact of record: No evidence of any alleged KnudsonIV anderford mediation 
settlement has been produced. This is the dispute on appeal. 
ARGUMENT 
A. Falsified Narrative: In their Statement of Facts, Greifs are presenting a falsified 
narrative of the facts of record in this case. Based upon prior experience, this is setting up in the 
record false ideas that they can then quote as being established fact. Example: See 2007 Opinion 
No. 97 p 3, "The LLC was unable to sell the properties as planned in order to repay the 
Vanderford short-term loans". This is an original (false) claim made by Greifs to set up their 
"distressed sale by Paul" claim. This false idea, put into the record as an original historical fact, 
has endured thru original trial and appeal as being part of the "factual" background. The fact that 
trial testimony proved it to be a false claim has not removed it from the record or mitigated its 
influence. It is a sanctionable offense to knowingly file papers with the court without legal or 
factual merit. While it may be "smart" lawyering in preparation for trial on remand, it is wrong, 
unethical and illegal. Greifs should be sanctioned for this conduct. 
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District Court erred in dismissing Paul Knudson's claims against the Greifs because 
that dismissal is predicated upon the erroneous finding of a Knudson settlement agreement 
with Vanderford. 
District Court cannot properly dismiss Paul Knudson's claims against the Greifs without a 
Knudson settlement with Vanderford. Paul has always denied having a settlement with 
Vanderford. Vanderford admits there is no settlement contract with Paul. 
District Court dismissed Paul Knudson's claims against Greif on the basis of fmding a "prior 
to mediation" settlement between Vanderford and Knudson. The Court erred in making that 
finding as explained in Appellant's Brief. Without that error, there is no basis to dismiss 
Knudson's claims. Vanderford and Knudson both deny a "prior to mediation" settlement. That 
error is an Issue on appeal. See Appellant's Brief for argmnent on District Court error of finding 
Knudson settlement with Vanderford. 
Greifs err in claiming that Paul Knudson admitted to Vanderford that they had a 
settlement agreement and Paul correctly pursues his claims denying its existence. 
Greifs and District Court wrongly interpret, out of context, Paul's "Explanation" (Aug #2 
Exh 4) and conclude "Paul admits". Paul does not use that term and the "Explanation" is about 
Failure of Mediation. Any settlement contract requires the elements of contract, none are offered 
or found, in fact, the Court points out that the terms are now disputed! (Memorandum Decision 
Upon Greifs Motion to Enforce Settlement Agreement p 6). There is no agreement on the terms 
which is an essential element of contract. The Court inserts their erroneous finding outside of 
mediation into the debate on whether mediation failed or succeeded. 1bis is error. Vanderford 
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and Paul Knudson deny any such agreement, but the Court errs, imposes its error into mediation 
debate and rules based on the erroneous finding! Without the Court error, no claim of admission 
can stand. 
See Appellant's Brief for argument on Paul's denial of settlement with Vanderford. 
For explanation of terms used see pages 3, 4 of Paul Knudson's Motion for 
Reconsideration of Memorandum Decision and Order Granting Defendant Greif's Motion for 
Attorney Fees and Costs ... Mot to Augment Exh 3 
There is no evidence to support the existence of a settlement agreement between 
Knudson and Vanderford. 
No mediation settlement agreement exists until reduced to writing. No one has ever produced a 
written settlement agreement. None exists. Therefore, there is NO evidence of any kind that the 
elements of contract exist. Therefore, no affidavit of Doug Parry concerning alleged discussions 
has any validity. On the other hand, Greifs offer testimony of Rick Greif, Troupis and State 
Farm, all of whom admit that they had NO contact with Paul Knudson during mediation. Their 
opinions and speculations, no matter how sincere or not, do not constitute "other substantial 
evidence" of the elements required to establish contract. 
There is uo legal basis to dismiss Knudson's claims and it is inappropriate due to 
there being no settlement agreement between Knudson and Vanderford. 
See Appellant's Brief for argument that no settlement agreement exists. There is no basis for the 
dismissal of Paul's claims without a valid and enforceable settlement agreement. 
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Greifs admit that they relied upon assertions by Vanderford claiming the power to settle 
Paul's claims against Greifs. No evidence of that authority was requested or offered. See Affdt 
of Chris Troupis Augment 2 Exh 6, Affdt of Rick Greif Augment 2 Exh 7. 
Vanderford has clearly testified that "the premise and basis for our entering into a 
settlement with the Greifs was the fact that we have the ability to execute upon the Knudson 
Judgment and attach the items that we need to affect the settlement." Appellants Brief p33 
Greifs further opine that "Paul Knudson knew and authorized Vanderford's 
representations to Greifs that he had settled with Vanderford, and that Vanderford had authority 
to settle Knudson's claims against Greifs". No evidence is offered for this astounding claim. At 
no time was there ever conveyed to Paul Knudson at mediation any claim that Vanderford had 
settled with Paul. Vanderford is very correct in their testimony that they were negotiating on 
their own behalf and in their own capacity. Vanderford claimed no need of Paul's approval. Paul 
has no knowledge of or any way to know what other representations Vanderford made to Greifs 
throughout the day, as Paul spent most of his time waiting and reading in the lobby. 
The absence of a settlement agreement renders enforcement unlawfuL The absence of a 
written agreement is absolute proof of no settlemeut agreement from mediation, as 
reduction to writing is a required element of contract by agreement of all parties to 
mediation. 
Greifs are falsely asserting that "Paul Knudson claimed that his settlement agreement with 
Vanderford did not exist because it was not reduced to writing. That claim has no merit. 
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Knudson agreed to assign Vanderford his causes of action against the Greifs in exchange for 
Vanderford's waiver of its judgment against Knudson." 
Where do we begin? 
First, Paul Knudson denies that a settlement contract exists with Vanderford. Paul has never 
claimed that he has a settlement agreement with Vanderford. Greif's factual claims are false. 
Second, No one can claim a mediation settlement exists, unless they can produce it in 
writing. In writing is an element required for any mediation settlement between these parties. 
Third, Vanderford's claim of an over lunch at mediation settlement agreement, no matter the 
alleged terms, MUST be in writing. Yes, Vanderford wants Paul to assign Vanderford his causes 
of action against the Greifs in exchange for Vanderford's waiver of its judgment against 
Knudson, and NO, Paul did not accept. Paul countered that any agreement would require the 
terms discussed "prior" to mediation, which counter was rejected by Vanderford. Vanderford 
assured Paul that they would execute on Knudson Judgment and take Paul's causes of action 
against Greifs if Paul did not voluntarily accept Vanderford's offer. Paul declined. With no 
settlement of any kind, there is still nothing to enforce. 
Consequential rulings arising from erroneous Court Orders must be enjoined and 
Paul's status restored to pre-mediation condition. 
There is one other issue that has been created by the orders under appeaL Because those 
orders end the litigation, that allows Vanderford to pursue a Rule 54(b) certification of and 
entry of a final judgment against Paul Knudson, the Knudson Judgment. On page 9, Greifs 
state that "On June 19, 2009, Vanderford obtained an order for 54(b) Certification and entry 
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of a final judgment and amended judgment, ..... " There is no basis for amending the 
Knudson Judgment by adding clauses that are NOT in the original agreement. Also, 
Vanderford is deceiving the Court as to the proper amounts due, not accounting for all of the 
sales proceeds from the assets covered by the judgment. 
It is therefore critical that upon overturn of District Court's orders under this appeal, that 
all of Paul Knudson's rights be restored to the same condition that existed upon remand for 
trial upon the issues. 
Greifs are not entitled to an award of attorneys fees and costs for the defense of this appeaL 
C. Paul Knudson, not Greifs, is entitled to an award of Attorneys fees and costs in this action 
because Paul Knudson's claims have legal and factual merit as opposed to Greifs. 
a. Greifs violate Rule l1(a)(l).Greifs should be sanctioned for falsifying the 
statement of facts, and by wasting the courts time, delaying trial and increasing 
the costs of litigation. 
b. Paul conforms to Rule l1(a)(I). Paul's filings conformed to "legal and factual 
merit" and no award offees as a sanction under Rule 11(a)(I) against Paul is 
warranted and should be overturned. 
CONCLUSION 
This appeal is presented to correct the error of imposing a settlement agreement on Paul 
Knudson that Paul has not agreed to or accepted. The fact that there is no meeting of the minds, 
no offer and acceptance and no reduction to signed writing as agreed by the parties, as they are 
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required elements in contract formation as agreed at mediation, proves that no settlement 
agreement exists. 
Paul Knudson's Appellant's Brief presents my claim that there are no contracts, before, during 
or after mediation between Vanderford and Knudson to settle Knudson claims against Greifs. 
All of Greif s arguments are based upon the Greif claim that there exists a Knudson 
Settlement with Vanderford. This is absolutely denied by Knudson. (See appellants brief) and 
Vanderford admits that Knudson rejected their proposal. (Vanderford Respondent's Brief p 14) 
Greifs' Respondent Brief offers no evidence of contract formation. Greifs merely restate the 
opinions, erroneous findings and false claims that are in dispute. Repetition ofthe claims is not 
proof of the claims. 
Greifs argue that they rely on the findings of District Court. Those findings are in error and 
are the subject of this appeal. Greifs present no new evidence of the existence ofthe elements of 
contract, offer and acceptance, meeting of the minds, mediation settlement in writing etc. As no 
new evidence is offered, there is nothing further to refute. These issues are argued in the 
appellant's brief. All of the pertinent issues have been addressed in the Appellant's Brief and I 
defer all other argument to that brief. 
No valid and enforceable contract exists between Vanderford and Paul Knudson that requires 
Paul Knudson to assign his lawsuit claims against Greifs to Vanderford. There has been no 
settlement of Paul Knudson's lawsuit claims against Greifs. Paul Knudson has retained all of his 
rights to a jury trial on the issues AS REMANDED BY THE SUPREME COURT OF THE 
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STATE OF IDAHO, Docket No. 31047/31163, Boise, March 2007 Term, 2007 Opinion No. 97 
Filed: July 13,2007 Stephen W. Kenyon, Clerk, therefore, 
PAUL KNUDSON MOVES THIS APPEALS COURT TO OVERTURN THE DISTRICT 
COURTS' ORDERS OF: 
A. April 2, 2009 Memorandum Decision and Order Upon Greifs Motion to Enforce 
Settlement & Dismiss Paul Knudson's Claims Pursuant to LR.C.P. 12(b)(6), and 
B. April 20, 2009 Order Granting Greifs' Motion to Enforce Settlement Agreement & 
Dismiss Paul Knudson Claims Pursuant to LR.C.P. 12(b)(6), and to R 
C. Remand this action to District Court with an order to set a date "For a new trial on those 
matters determined by the jury, the trial to include jury instructions regarding fraudulent 
conveyance, oral agreement, and breach of contract" as remanded by the Supreme Court 
of the State ofIdaho, Docket No. 31047/31163, Boise, March 2007 Term, 2007 Opinion 
No. 97 Filed: July 13, 2007 Stephen W. Kenyon, Clerk., and to 
D. Issue an injunction against all actions taken by any parties pursuant to prior orders 
overturned, order the restoration of Paul Knudson to all his rights prior to said orders, 
and order the dismissal of order of attorneys fees against Paul Knudson for challenging 
said dismissed orders in favor of Greifs. 
DATED this 21th day of April, 2010 
Paul Kn~lIant- Pro Se 
By: ,~~ 
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INTRODUCTION 
This is a contract formation dispute. Paul Knudson claims that mediation failed to 
produce a settlement agreement. Vanderford, Greifs and State Farm all claim that mediation 
produced complete settlement. This issue is complicated by District Court finding offact 
supporting Greifs' claim that there was a "prior to mediation" settlement contract between 
Vanderford and Paul Knudson. Both Vanderford and Knudson deny any "prior to mediation" 
settlement other than the Knudson Judgment, which does not settle the Knudson claims against 
Greifs. Vanderford now admits that Mediation Failed. Despite Vanderford's belief that 
mediation produced a settlement agreement, Vanderford admits that Knudson rejected their 
proposal and also that the Greifs and Vanderford all agreed that there was not a meeting of the 
minds on the material terms to the settlement agreement. 
ARGUMENT 
A. Vanderford admits that A Settlement Agreement in Principle, Absent a Meeting of 
the Minds on All Material Terms, Does Not Create an Enforceable Contract 
(Respondent's Brief p 7) 
The basis of all contracts is that they must contain the essential elements to be valid and 
enforceable. These elements include offer and acceptance, meeting of the minds and reduction to 
a written signed form when agreed that they must be in writing. All parties to mediation agreed 
that no contract would be created at mediation until reduced to writing. 
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No written agreement. The only allowable evidence of discussions at mediation is their 
reduction to writing and executed. Vanderford admits that all their claims about The Mediated 
Settlement are simply the assertions in Affidavit of Douglas Parry. Vanderford offers no writing 
evidencing a meeting of the minds, offer and acceptance or reduction to written form as required 
by mediation. 
The alleged "Vanderford's Agreement with Knudson" is "the over lunch at mediation" 
settlement claim of Vanderford. Vanderford's admission of "over lunch at mediation agreement" 
contradicts the District Court finding of "Vanderford claims that prior to mediation, they had 
entered into an agreement with Paul Knudson that included an assignment of all of Knudson's 
claims against Greifs. This enabled them to negotiate the settlement with Greifs." Memorandum 
Decision and Order Upon Greifs Motion to Enforce Settlement Agreement & Dismiss Paul 
Knudson's Claims Pursuant to I.R.C.P. 12(b)(6) dated April 2, 2009. 
All of Vanderford's claims of contract with Paul are simply restatements of Vanderford's 
conditions of proposed "global settlement" with Paul Knudson. Vanderford presents No evidence 
of elements of contract with Paul Knudson. No written agreement detailing offer and acceptance 
and meeting ofthe minds. Only the written signed agreement from mediation can be a valid and 
enforceable contract. None exists. 
Continuing mediation from our home offices, Vanderford admits that discussions were 
concerning "proposals" to create an agreement with Vanderford. Vanderford documents their 
claims and beliefs and admissions while outlining the sequence of events, emails and 
correspondence; 
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Mediation on Oct 14, 2008, 
"Knudson reneged" on "proposed settlement" email on Oct 23, 2008, 
Vanderford response on Oct 24, 2008, 
"continuing discussions"during next few weeks, 
Paul Knudson's "Notice of Mediation Failure" dated Nov. 10,2008, 
"Vanderford continued to believe that Knudson would enter into a separate agreement with it 
so that Vanderford could meet Greifs' requirement of mediating the dismissal of Knudson's 
claims against them. See Parry Aft: At Para 36, 41 and ExI8.", 
"Vanderford gave Knudson an ultimatum . .. " wherein "you (Paul) can voluntarily sign onto the 
global settlement that we proposed ... " on Nov 13, 2008, 
Paul's request for a draft copy dated Nov 15,2008, 
Vanderford provided a draft settlement agreement between Vanderford and Knudson on March 
4,2009. 
Knudson rejected the proposal. (emphasis added) 
Continuing mediation from our home offices has the same elements of contract requirements 
as formal mediation session including reduction to a written signed form as agreed. No 
agreements exist. 
Despite all of the claims of Vanderford and Greifs about successful mediation agreement, 
now, Vanderford admits that no mediation settlement exists due to inability of parties to reach a 
meeting of the minds by agreement on terms and failure to reduce to a written signed form as 
required by all parties to mediation. See Vanderford's Respondent's Brief. 
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But that admission does not undo the damage to Paul Knudson from the Court acting on those 
false claims. 
Every party to mediation has AL WAYS known that they do NOT have a written signed 
settlement contract. 
Paul was a party to mediation and those same rules apply. No mediation settlement agreement 
will be created until the parties are able to reduce to signed written form their offer and 
acceptance and meeting of the minds. NOTIIING needs to be discussed or argned about in court 
between the parties claiming success of mediation, all they have to do is deliver the signed 
written agreement. No one has delivered a signed written agreement because it does not exist. 
Mediation Failed. 
B. Vanderford admits that their belief in mediation settlement agreement was 
mistaken. (Respondent's Briefp 7) 
Mediation elements are missing. All claims of "Vanderford's Agreement With Knudson" 
and "The Mediated Settlement" occurred during Mediation and require the elements of offer and 
acceptance, meeting of the minds and reduction to a written signed form as agreed. None of the 
Vanderford claims have the required elements to create a valid and binding agreement with Paul. 
Belief is not an element of contract. In Vanderford's version of Course of Proceedings, they 
admit that there was not agreement on many ofthe material terms required under that standard of 
"meeting of the minds". In lieu of said agreement, Vanderford offered their "Belief' and claimed 
"all parties believed". "Belief' is not an element of contract and is insufficient to impose a duty 
on Paul Knudson (a non-believer in Vanderford's claims) to assign or dismiss his claims against 
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Greifs. District Court's finding of settlement contract is an Issue on Appeal. See Appellant's 
Brief for argument. 
In their Statement of Facts, Vanderford continues to claim "all parties believed". But Paul is a 
party to mediation and has never believed or claimed that they had a final settlement agreement. 
Paul has never claimed that he was in agreement with "what was believed to be a global 
settlement". "Belief' by one party in their demands and conclusions does not establish the 
elements of contract The contradicting and erroneous "beliefs" that the District Court relied on 
to find a settlement agreement between Paul Knudson and Vanderford are an Issue on Appeal. 
See Appellants Brief for argument. 
Asserted belief that "Paul agreed" is not element of contract 
Vanderford relies totally on Doug Parry belief that "Paul agreed". No evidence of elements of 
contract are offered, just a claim of acceptance inside mediation setting where all parties agreed 
that nothing said is admissible in court and parties can ouly create a settlement contract by 
reducing to writing, signed by parties. None exists and testimony is refuted. 
C. Vanderford admits that their belief in agreement with Knudson was mistaken and 
that Knudson, in fact, rejected their proposal. (Respondent's Brief p 14) 
"At that point Vanderford believed that a settlement along the lines of mediation was possible 
and began drafting a separate settlement agreement between Vanderford and Knudson. 
On or about March 4,2009, in hopes of resolving the issues with Knudson, Vanderford 
provided to Knudson a draft settlement agreement between Vanderford and Knudson. This 
proposal provided inter alia for Vanderford's help to Knudson to continue his construction 
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business as explained above in exchange for Knudson assigning to Vanderford all of his and his 
business entities' claims against Greifs. Knudson rejected the proposal. See Parry Aff at Para 41. 
(Respondent's Brief p 14) 
D. No Breach of Agreement can occur when no agreement exists. 
Before any breach can occur, a "settlement agreement" must exist. Vanderford is attempting to 
maintain Court ruling of a settlement contract with Paul thru "belief' in it, even while 
acknowledging directly that Paul rejected their draft written proposal on March 4, 2009. See 
Vanderford's Respondent's Briefp14. Paul cannot renege on a non-existent contract. 
Vanderford claims that they want to settle with Greifs. Paul has no duty to do or act in any way 
to settle the lawsuit. Paul Knudson refuses to assign or dismiss his claims against Greifs so that 
Vanderford and Greifs can settle their lawsuit. Paul's claims against Greifs are for the recovery 
of Paul's (and his investors) assets, compensation due to the millions of dollars in damages 
caused by Greifs and restoration of the assets of The Pines Townhomes LLC in order to secure 
payment of our lender Vanderford. Paul wants his day in court. 
CONCLUSION 
It is Error to dismiss Knudson's claims when no settlement agreement exists. There is no basis 
for the dismissal of Paul's claims without a valid and enforceable settlement agreement. No 
valid and enforceable contract exists between Vanderford and Paul Knudson that requires Paul 
Knudson to assign his lawsuit claims against Greifs to Vanderford. There has been no settlement 
of Paul Knudson's lawsuit claims against Greifs. Paul Knudson has retained all of his rights to a 
jury trial on the issues AS REMANDED BY THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF 
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IDAHO, Docket No. 31047/31163, Boise, March 2007 Term, 2007 Opinion No. 97 Filed: July 
13, 2007 Stephen W. Kenyon, Clerk, therefore, For these reasons, Appeals Court should grant 
the Appeal of Paul Knudson and order the relief requested: 
PAUL KNUDSON MOVES THIS APPEALS COURT TO OVERTURN THE DISTRICT 
COURTS' ORDERS OF: 
A. April 2, 2009 Memorandum Decision and Order Upon Greifs Motion to Enforce 
Settlement & Dismiss Paul Knudson's Claims Pursuant to LR.C.P. 12(b)(6), and 
B. April 20, 2009 Order Granting Greifs' Motion to Enforce Settlement Agreement & 
Dismiss Paul Knudson Claims Pursuant to LR.C.P. 12(b)(6), and to R 
C. Remand this action to District Court with an order to set a date "For a new trial on those 
matters determined by the jury, the trial to include jury instructions regarding fraudulent 
conveyance, oral agreement, and breach of contract" as remanded by the Supreme Court 
of the State of Idaho, Docket No. 31047/31163, Boise, March 2007 Term, 2007 Opinion 
No. 97 Filed: July 13, 2007 Stephen W. Kenyon, Clerk., and to 
D. Issue an injunction against all actions taken by any parties pursuant to prior orders 
overturned, order the restoration of Paul Knudson to all his rights prior to said orders, 
and order the dismissal of order of attorneys fees against Paul Knudson for challenging 
said dismissed orders in favor of Greifs. 
DATED this 21 th day of April, 2010 
Paul ~pellant- Pro Se 
By:.,!Ja .. ~
1 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that on the 21th day of February, 2010, I served the foregoing Paul 
Knudson's APPELLANT'S REPLY BRIEF TO VANDERFORD RESPONDENT'S BRIEF 
by mailing two true and correct copies thereof via first class United States mail, postage prepaid, 
to each of the following: 
Robert T. Wetherell 
John M. Howell 
BRASSEY, WETHERELL & CRAWFORD, L.L.P. 
P.O. BOX 1009 
BOISE, IDAHO 83701-1009 
Douglas J. Parry 
Jennie B. Gamer 
DORSEY & WI-HINEY LLP 
136 South Main Street, Suite 1000 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84101-1655 
Jeffrey A. Thompson 
Soo Y. Kang 
Elam & Burke, P.A. 
251 East Front Street, Ste 300 
P.O. Box 1539 
Boise, Idaho 83701 
R. Brad Masingill 
27 W. Commercial Street 
P. O. Box 467 
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TROUPIS LAW OFFICE, PA 
1299 E. Iron Eagle, Suite 130 
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Eagle, Idaho 83616 
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